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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claim 1 , 3, 1 1 , 1 3, 21 and 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. US 7,126,907 B2 to Carpini et al. 

As to claim 1 , Carpini discloses a method for operating a first node in a label 
switched network, said method comprising: 

establishing a link bundle comprising a plurality of component links between said 
first node and a second node (a communication network having of two switching 
routers, nodes A and B, with a plurality of communication paths extending 
between them, column 18 lines 13-18; Fig. 7); 

upon establishment of an LSP including said first node and said second node, 
selecting a first component link of said link bundle as a primary component link to 
assign to said LSP (LSPs are established on the first communication path, 
Column 18 lines 29-30, LSP1 and LSP2 are placed on communication path from 
nodes A to B having intermediate routers 315 and 317; Fig. 7); 
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selecting one or more component links of said link bundle other than said first 
component link as one or more secondary component links to assign to said LSP 
(communication path four is selected as secondary communication path and it is 
assigned to the LSPs, column 19 lines 32-38; Fig. 7); 

sending traffic of said LSP over said primary component link until a failure of said 
primary component link; and after failure of said primary component link, sending 
traffic of said LSP over said one or more secondary component links instead of 
said primary component link (Traffic carried by LSP1 is sent over communication 
path fourth, the secondary path. The switching is done for restoration or traffic 
engineering as well as other reasons, which is due to failure, column 19 lines 38- 
54). 

As to Claim 3, the method of claim 1 wherein said one or more secondary 
component links comprise exactly one secondary component link (the fourth 
communication path is selected as secondary communication path forLSPI, 
column 19, lines 31-38). 

As to Claim 1 1 , is rejected similarly to claim 1 . As for the computer program, the 
routing device 91 in Fig. 4 uses a computer program. 
As to Claim 13, is rejected similarly to claim 3. 

As to Claim 21 and 22 are rejected similarly to claim 1 . As for the network device 
and apparatus, Carpini shows a router, which is an apparatus and a network 
device, which contains a processor for controlling the routing device and memory 
devices for storing incoming label (column 5 lines 58-65; Fig. 2). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 2 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 7,126,907 B2 to Carpini et al. in view of Kompella et a/., "Link Bundle in 
MPLS Traffic Engineering". 

As to claim 2, Carpini disclose a link bundle as recited in the parent claim. 

Carpini does not expressly disclose, "information about aggregate 
characteristics of said link bundle is advertised by said first node to other nodes 
but information about characteristics of individual ones of said plurality of 
component links is not advertised." 

Kompella discloses that the information about the bundled link is flooded, 
but pieces of information about the component links are not advertised (page 4, 
2 nd paragraph). 

Carpini and Kompella are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor with respect to MPLS network for forwarding packets using 
LSPs. 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skilled in the art to advertise only the bundled links' information to 
improve routing scalability by reducing the information handled by the routing 
protocol (page 2 paragraph 7 of Kompella). 
As to Claim 12, is rejected similarly to claim 2. 
5. Claim 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 7,126,907 B2 to Carpini et al. 
("Carpini") in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0125745 A9 to Dang et al. ("Dang"). 
As to Claim 4, Carpini discloses the establishment of a secondary path. 

Carpini does not expressly disclose, " in advance of said failure, 
bandwidth for use by said LSP is allocated on said exactly one secondary 
component link responsive to a bandwidth requirement of said LSP. M 

Dang discloses the establishment of an alternate fully constrained path 
prior to the occurrence of a failure (paragraph 37 lines 8-15). 

Carpini and Dang are analogous art because they are from the same field 
of endeavor with respect re-routing messages through a computer network. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skilled in the art to allocated bandwidth to a secondary connection to 
reduce large down time and thus avoid violation of service level agreement 
(paragraph 4). 
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As to Claim 5, Carpini discloses the establishment of a secondary path. 

Carpini does not expressly disclose, "while sending traffic of said LSP over 
said exactly one secondary component link, designating said exactly one 
secondary component link as a new primary component link and selecting a new 
secondary component link responsive to a bandwidth requirement of said LSP." 

Dang discloses the establishment of another connection to take over the 
alternate connection (paragraph 37 lines 14-21). 

Carpini and Dang are analogous art because they are from the same field 
of endeavor with respect re-routing messages through a computer network. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skilled in the art to establish a backup connection to reduce large down 
time and thus avoid violation of service level agreement (paragraph 4). 
As to Claim 6, Carpini discloses the establishment of a secondary path. 

Carpini does not expressly disclose, "no bandwidth is allocated on said 
one or more secondary component links for use by said LSP." 

Dang discloses the establishment of a secondary path with no guaranty 
bandwidth (paragraph 34). 

Carpini and Dang are analogous art because they are from the same field 
of endeavor with respect re-routing messages through a computer network. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skilled in the art to not allocated bandwidth to a secondary connection to 
provide the best effort service (paragraph 34). 
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As to Claim 7, Carpini discloses the establishment of a secondary path. 

Carpini does not expressly disclose, "assigning lower priority to traffic of 
said LSP compared to other traffic carried by said one or more secondary 
component links." 

Dang discloses the establishment of priority of connections into high 
priority and low priority connections (paragraph 37 lines 2-8). 

Carpini and Dang are analogous art because they are from the same field 
of endeavor with respect re-routing messages through a computer network. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skilled in the art to assign a lower priority to rerouted traffic to an LSP to 
not disturb the traffic flow carry by different LSP. 
As to Claim 8, Carpini discloses the establishment of a secondary path. 

Carpini does not explicitly disclose a second switching of traffic from an 
already established secondary path to a new established primary path "while 
sending traffic of said LSP over said one or more secondary component links, 
selecting a component link of said link bundle as a new primary component link; 
and thereafter sending traffic of said LSP over said new primary component link". 

Dang discloses the switching of low priority traffic to a reduced 
constrained path and after full constrains is established, switching the low priority 
traffic to a full constrained connection (paragraph 40 lines 7-13). 

Carpini and Dang are analogous art because they are from the same field 
of endeavor with respect re-routing messages through a computer network. 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skilled in the art to switch low priority traffic from a low constrained path 
to a full constrained path to provide instant connectivity to all traffic and fully 
constrained connectivity to high priority traffic (paragraph 41). 
As to Claim 9, Carpini discloses the establishment of a secondary path out of a 
group of path (communication path four is selected as secondary communication 
path and it is assigned to the LSPs, column 19 lines 32-38, Fig. 7). 
As to Claim 14, is rejected similarly to claim 4. 
As to Claim 15, is rejected similarly to claim 5. 
As to Claim 16, is rejected similarly to claim 6. 
As to Claim 17, is rejected similarly to claim 7. 
As to Claim 18, is rejected similarly to claim 8. 
As to Claim 19, is rejected similarly to claim 9. 

6. Claim 10 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over U.S. Patent No. 7,126,907 B2 to Carpini et al. ("Carpini") in view of U.S. Pub. No. 

2004/0125745 A9 to Dang et al. ("Dang") in further view of U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0052207 

A1 to Charny et al. ("Cherny"). 

As to Claim 10, Carpini discloses the establishment of a primary communication 
path for LSPs. 

Carpini and Dang do not expressly disclose "upon failure to identify a 
component link having sufficient available bandwidth to server as a new primary 
component link, signaling a head-end of said LSP to reroute said LSP" 
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Charny discloses notification to the head-end of the LSP of failure and 
signaling to the head-end to reroute the LSP (paragraph 32, lines 1-4). 

Carpini, Dang and Cherny are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor with respect re-routing messages through a computer 
network. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skilled in the art to signal to the head-end of a LSP to find a back-up 
path to reroute traffic to that LSP. 
As to Claim 20, is rejected similarly to claim 10. 

Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Louis Bell whose telephone number is 571-270-3312. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Derrick Ferris can be reached on 571-272-3123. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/LB/ 
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PRIMARY PATENT EXAMINER 



